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Despite	 the	 inconvenient	 truth	 that	students	are	 increasingly	choosing	 to	utilize	online	dictionaries	
over	 their	 traditional	paper	and	handheld	electronic	counterparts,	 this	shift	has	not	been	sufficiently	
reﬂected	in	EFL	literature	–	particularly	in	terms	of	how	such	technology	could	be	affecting	incidental	
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1.1.1 Framing the current study
There	 is	a	 large	body	of	research	 into	dictionary	use	by	second	language	(L2)	 learners,	and	its	
impact	on	L2	reading	comprehension	and	incidental	vocabulary	acquisition.	Studies	comparing	
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studies	 involving	participants	with	a	professional	 involvement	 in	 language	and	linguistics	such	
as	lexicographers,	linguists	and	translators	–	not	L2	learners.	It	is	this	gap	in	the	research	that	the	
present	study	aims	to	begin	addressing.		
1.1.2 The involvement load hypothesis
The	primary	aim	of	 this	 study	 is	 to	 investigate	 implications	 relating	 to	 the	 involvement	 load	





(2001)	and	postulates	that	 the	effectiveness	of	vocabulary	learning,	 that	 is	 to	say	the	chances	of	
successful	vocabulary	retention,	depends	on	the	level	of	cognitive	effort	or	involvement that a task 
requires	from	the	learner.	Described	as	a	motivational-cognitive	construct,	 involvement is made 


















involvement	 loads	 that	each	 task	carries.	Since	 the	present	study	 is	primarily	concerned	with	
comparing	dictionaries	and	the	respective	consultation	and	evaluation	processes	that	each	induce,	
the search and evaluation	components	are	of	most	interest	and	relevance.	
	 There	is	a	limited	base	of	research	which	supports	the	involvement	load	hypothesis.	Hulstijn	
(1992)	concluded	that	retention	is	higher	when	the	meaning	of	an	unknown	word	is	 inferred	by	
the	student	(high	cognitive	 load)	 than	when	the	meaning	is	given	 to	 them	(low	cognitive	 load)	
(Hulstijn,	1992,	p.	122).	Hulstijn	&	Laufer	(2001)	compared	the	short-	and	long-term	retention	of	





three	(involvement	 index=3)	 involved	a	writing	composition	 task	 in	which	students	had	 to	use	













1.1.3 The consultation trigger point










has	 lowered	 the	consultation	 trigger	point	and	 therefore	encourages	students	 to	 look	up	more	
words.	As	previously	argued	(Collins,	2016),	the	streamlined	search	processes	of	online	dictionary	
technology	has	potentially	lowered	the	consultation	trigger	point	further	still,	possibly	to	a	point	
where	students	are	 looking	up	 too	many	words.	 Indeed	caution	has	been	voiced	 that,	 in	such	
cases,	dictionary	use	should	be	discouraged	(Tang,	1997)	or	at	 the	very	least	students	should	be	
encouraged	 to	be	more	selective	when	consulting	 their	dictionary	(Prichard,	2008).	A	 lowered	
consultation	point	 is	potentially	exacerbated	further	by	 the	use	of	online	 tools	such	as	Google	
Translate,	which,	as	described	in	detail	 in	section	2.3,	have	essentially	eliminated	the	evaluation	
stage of the consultation process and therefore streamlined the process to such a degree that 
students	may	be	encouraged	to	consult	such	dictionary	tools	even	more	frequently.
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1.1.4 The relationship between dictionary usage and reading comprehension
The	relationship	between	vocabulary	and	reading	comprehension	has	been	well	established	(Nation,	
2001;	Grabe,	2009)	and	there	 is	a	considerable	body	of	research	that	supports	 the	position	 that	
vocabulary	knowledge	is	a	strong	predictor	of	successful	reading	(see	Grabe,	2009,	for	review).	
While	 the	present	 study	 is	 concerned	primarily	with	vocabulary	 retention	 in	 relation	 to	 the	
involvement	load	hypothesis,	an	additional	aim	is	to	tentatively	explore	the	possibility	that	the	use	
of	Google	Translate	could	be	negatively	affecting	reading	comprehension	(as	a	result	of	the	absence	
of	example	sentences	and	other	 information	with	which	 to	make	an	 informed	decision	about	a	
definition's	suitability,	as	described	in	detail	in	section	2.3).	Assuming	that	the	use	of	dictionaries	
during	a	 reading	 task	helps	 the	reader	 to	 raise	 their	 lexical	coverage	of	 the	 text,	and	 therefore	
improve	their	chances	of	better	text	comprehension	(Laufer,	1989;	Hu	&	Nation,	2000),	it	stands	to	
reason	that	Google	Translate	may	potentially	be	lowering	the	chances	of	successful	comprehension	
as	a	 result	of	 the	 reader's	adoption	of	an	unsuitable	definition.	 If	 this	were	 the	case,	 it	would	
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Task 2: Comprehension test
Condition 2







Task 2: Comprehension test
7	Days	later 7	Days	later
Task 3: Vocabulary recall test
n=14
Task 3: Vocabulary recall test
n=14
Figure	1.	Experiment	procedure
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2.3 Google Translate, Weblio and the consultation process






































with	 the	original	 text,	 the	depth	of	cognitive	engagement	with	which	 the	students	engaged	 the	
information	presented	to	them	may	potentially	be	reduced.	In	other	words,	it	could	be	argued	that	
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Table	1:	
Descriptive Statistics for Google Translate (GT) and Weblio (WEB) Groups
Subject	# Class	Code Net	Words Comprehension	(%) Vocab	Recall	(%)
GT	1 A 0 100 n/a*
GT	2 A 14 92.86 7.14
GT	3 B 6 100.00 33.33
GT	4 A 6 92.86 0.00
GT	5 B 13 78.57 38.46
GT	6 C 6 100.00 50.00
GT	7 A 2 85.71 50.00
GT	8 A 17 71.43 23.53
GT	9 B 5 78.57 60.00
GT	10 B 8 92.86 12.50
GT	11 D 19 92.86 36.84
GT	12 C 9 100.00 11.11
GT	13 D 10 85.71 10.00
GT	14 B 1 85.71 0.00
GT	15 A 12 78.57 41.67
N=15 AVE: 8.5 89.05 26.76
Subject	# Class	Code Net	Words Comprehension	(%) Vocab	Recall	(%)
WEB	1 A 3 92.86 66.67
WEB	2 A 6 85.71 100.00
WEB	3 B 8 100.00 25.00
WEB	4 A 0 92.86 n/a
WEB	5 B 1 100.00 0.00
WEB	6 B 19 92.86 63.16
WEB	7 D 5 78.57 25.00
WEB	8 A 17 78.57 52.94
WEB	9 A 39 78.57 20.51
WEB	10 B 6 92.86 50.00
WEB	11 A 8 100.00 50.00
WEB	12 C 6 100.00 66.67
WEB	13 B 13 92.86 23.08
WEB	14 D 40 78.57 15.00
WEB	15 C 5 100.00 0.00
N=15 AVE: 11.7 90.95 39.86
*As	subjects	GT	1	and	WEB	4	did	not	look	up	any	words,	they	could	not	complete	the	vocabulary	recall	test.
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Weblio 14 37.50 174.00 Mann-Whitney	U 69.00
Google	
Translate
14 28.43 232.00 Asymp.	Sig.	(2-tailed) 0.181*
Total 28
(*Correlation	significant	at	the	<0.05	level)












Weblio 15 8 232.00 Mann-Whitney	U 112.00
Google	
Translate
15 6 233.00 Asymp.	Sig.	(2-tailed) 0.983*
Total 30
(*Correlation	significant	at	the	<0.05	level)
With	 regard	 to	Hypothesis	 3,	 an	 additional	Mann-Whitney	U	 test	 indicated	 that	 reading	
comprehension	 scores	 for	 participants	 using	Google	Translate	 (Mdn	=	92.86%)	were	 not	
significantly	lower	than	for	participants	using	Weblio	(Mdn	=	92.86%),	U	=	99.50,	p	=	0.576.	In	
fact,	the	respective	median	scores	were	exactly	the	same.	Results	are	presented	in	Table	4.	
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Table	4:









Weblio 15 92.86 219.50 Mann-Whitney	U 99.50
Google	
Translate
15 92.86 245.50 Asymp.	Sig.	(2-tailed) 0.576*
Total 30
(*Correlation	significant	at	the	<0.05	level)



























understanding	of	a	word	as	it	appeared	within the context of the text	–	something	which,	given	the	
time	constraints,	could	not	easily	be	achieved	with	another	type	of	test	question.	However,	as	Read	
(2000)	points	out,	a	potential	drawback	of	this	approach	is	the	necessity	for	the	researcher	to	make	
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stress	and	stress-related	hormones4.	 It	also	 lowers	blood	pressure.	Smiling	can	affect	 the	brain	





	 Smiling	 is	clearly	good	 for	us.	We	can	even	get	 the	benefits	of	 smiling	 just	by	making	
ourselves	smile.	One	way	to	do	this	is	to	look	at	a	picture	of	other	people	smiling.	This	is	because	
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